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EXECUTIVE DIGEST 

 
 

OVERVIEW 
 
 As the result of growing concerns about the effectiveness of contract 
administration and the efficiency of the General Services Administration (GSA) 
contract awarded for the maintenance and repair of the Metropolitan Police 
Department’s (MPD) fleet of vehicles, the senior executive director for the MPD 
(Corporate Support) and the GSA contracting officer requested an audit of the fleet 
maintenance contract.  The District of Columbia Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
and the GSA Office of Inspector General (GSA-OIG) agreed to perform audits, with 
each office focusing on different areas of the contract.  This report summarizes the 
OIG’s review of the contract administration performed by MPD on the vehicle 
maintenance contract.  The GSA-OIG report (Number A010080/P/W/X01075), issued 
on April 5, 2001, focused on whether the contractor complied with the terms and 
conditions of the fleet maintenance contract. 
 
OBJECTIVES 
 

Our audit objectives were to review contract administration of the fleet 
maintenance contract to determine whether MPD complied with requirements of 
applicable laws, regulations, policies, procedures and contract terms; and to determine 
whether the contract administration was performed in an efficient and effective manner. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 

MPD did not have adequate contract administration procedures in place to 
monitor and oversee the fleet maintenance contract.  Its administrative operation and 
related practices were deficient and inefficient because MPD did not have: 

 
• A contracting officer’s representative on staff or other managers that 

possessed the necessary automotive industry certifications (such as the 
American Services Excellence (ASE)-certification) to monitor contract 
performance against contract requirements;  
 

• Updated guidance in the Fleet Services Division (FSD) Manual that would 
provide adequate policies and procedures for monitoring vehicle 
maintenance and repair work, contractor billings and other related contract 
oversight areas; and 
 

• An effective system for monitoring the billing and review process for work 
performed under the contract. 
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As a result of these deficiencies, MPD, in general, experienced more frequent 
vehicle repairs, database and other recording errors, and payment mistakes.  These 
outcomes, in part, may have contributed to an additional $1.3 million being spent on 
the fleet maintenance contract for the 14-month contract base year period ending 
September 30, 2000. 
 
 
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 
 

We addressed four recommendations to the MPD Chief of Police that represent 
actions considered necessary to address the concerns described above.  The 
recommendations, in part, center on updating policy and procedural guidance to 
improve contract administration and oversight of the vehicle maintenance and repair 
contract, emplacing qualified personnel to institute and enforce these policies, and 
enacting interim measures to monitor and oversee contract performance pending 
issuance and implementation of new guidelines.  We additionally recommended 
implementing a new fleet management information system to meet the needs for 
contract oversight requirements. 
 

In response to the draft report, MPD disagreed with several aspects of the audit 
finding but concurred in all four recommendations.  We reviewed MPD’s comments and 
made appropriate adjustments to this final report.  We consider MPD’s comments and 
actions taken to be responsive to the audit recommendations.  Among the actions taken were 
hiring qualified personnel, establishing contract monitoring procedures, establishing new 
procedures in regard to the loaner car program, and awarding a contract to provide a new 
fleet information system.  These actions should improve contract administration operations 
and control contract spending.  (See Exhibit 1 for our response to MPD’s comments, and 
Exhibits 2 and 3 for the complete text of MPD’s comments to the draft report). 
 
OTHER ISSUES 
 

This report also contains comments on other issues identified during the course of our 
audit.  These issues represent matters not fully reviewed during audit that are provided for 
the information of District officials.  Specifically, we found that MPD insufficiently funded 
the non-target portion of the maintenance contract, which also contributed to the additional 
contract spending.  Further, during the period covered by the audit, MPD was dependent on 
the integrity of the contractor to perform a number of contract administration functions, such 
as providing information on contract spending, vehicle maintenance, and repairs, and the 
identification of overpayments or erroneous billings.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
BACKGROUND 

 
Maintenance and Repair Contract.  In 1998, the MPD made the decision to 

privatize its vehicle maintenance and repair operation as part of its reform initiatives to 
provide better customer service, increase vehicle availability, and perform preventive 
maintenance and repair at a reduced cost.  The terms of the contract required MPD to 
provide contract administration of the vehicle maintenance contract by using a 
contracting officer’s representative (COR) at the Fleet Services Division (now the Fleet 
Management Branch) to monitor performance under the contract and oversee 
compliance with the terms of the contract. 
 

Through memoranda of understanding dating back to April 1997, the General 
Services Administration (GSA) entered into a 14-month contract, number 
GS00M99MVC001, with three option years, privatizing responsibility for the 
management of the preventive maintenance and repair operation for District police 
vehicles.  The amount of the 14-month base period contract was $3.5 million and the 
contract allowed for a 3-month phase-in period to begin on August 1, 1999, through 
October 31, 1999, followed by the contractor assuming full operational responsibility 
on November 1, 1999.  The GSA fleet maintenance contract was divided between 
target and non-target work.  MPD agreed to the original contract award price of $3.5 
million to cover both types of service work for the base year period.  Target work 
included preventive maintenance, vehicle safety, emissions testing, and new vehicle 
preparation.  About $3.1 million was set aside for target work.  Non-target work was to 
cover all other repairs as needed, or as directed by MPD.  About $400,000 was set aside 
for non-target work.  Contract modifications added another $1.3 million to the original 
award amount.  The total contract ceiling price, as of modification number 8, was 
approximately $4.8 million. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 

Our audit objectives were to review contract administration of the fleet 
maintenance contract to determine whether MPD complied with requirements of 
applicable laws, regulations, policies, procedures and contract terms; and to determine 
whether the contract administration was performed in an efficient and effective manner. 

 
The audit generally covered contract transactions and processes that occurred 

during the base year period of the contract from August 1999 through September 2000.    
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During the course of the audit we employed the following methodologies:   
 

• Reviewed MPD policies and procedures as well as management and financial 
controls established relevant to contract administration; 
 

• Reviewed consultant and prior reports of the fleet management operations; 
 

• Interviewed current and former management, employees, contractors, and 
consultants to address concerns and to gain a general understanding and 
overview of the police vehicle preventive maintenance and repair process and 
operations; and 
 

• Analyzed repair orders, monthly invoices, and payments. 
 

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. 
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FINDING: CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION FOR THE MPD FLEET 
MAINTENANCE CONTRACT  

 
SYNOPSIS.  MPD did not have an effective program for monitoring and administering 
the contractor’s performance of the fleet maintenance and repair contract.  The contract 
administration performed was ineffective because MPD did not have: 
 

• A contracting officer representative (COR) or fleet maintenance manager on staff 
that possessed the necessary ASE certifications and training to monitor contract 
performance against contract requirements.  Further, the contracting officer did 
not identify specific COR responsibilities until the option year of the contract; 
 

• Updated guidance in the FSD Manual that would provide adequate policies and 
procedures for monitoring vehicle maintenance and repair work, contractor 
billings and other related contract oversight areas; and 
 

• An effective system for monitoring daily work performed under the contract and 
billings to assess cost reasonableness and the propriety of charges. 

 
As a result, MPD, in general, may have experienced more frequent vehicle 

repairs, database and other recording errors, and payment mistakes.  Additionally, these 
outcomes, in part, may have contributed to an additional $1.3 million being spent on 
the fleet maintenance contract for the 14-month contract base year period ending 
September 30, 2000.  If the contracting officer had established the duties and 
responsibilities of the COR at the beginning of the contract, problems experienced in 
the oversight of the contract may have been lessened. 
 
 
DISCUSSION.  Title 27 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMR) 
provides governing criteria for contract administration.  In part, these regulations 
require: 
 

• the agency to develop and apply efficient procedures for performing quality 
assurance actions under the contract; 

• the contractor to be responsible for specific quality controls, inspection methods, 
and tests as stated in the contract, except those reserved for performance by the 
agency; 

• the agency to implement any specific written instructions from the contracting 
officer; and  

• the agency to perform all actions necessary to verify whether the services 
conform to contract requirements.   
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Qualified Contracting Officer Representative and Other Personnel 
 
 Since the inception of the GSA vehicle maintenance contract, there have been 
numerous changes in FSD personnel.  Personnel occupying the FSD manager position 
have changed seven times since the onset of the fleet maintenance contract.  Personnel 
assigned to FSD to oversee contract performance did not possess the necessary technical 
skills in automotive repair and maintenance or the job-cost training needed to monitor 
costs charged to the contract on each repair or maintenance order. 
 
 The COR is the contracting officer’s on-site representative who is primarily 
tasked with oversight of the contract performance.  The COR is specifically required to 
ensure that work is performed in accordance with contract terms and to monitor costs 
charged to ensure that those costs are properly chargeable to the contract.  It was not 
until the first option year (December, 2000) that the GSA contracting officer provided 
the FSD manager with specific COR duties and responsibilities.  Those duties included 
monitoring contract work schedules, overseeing performance progress, monitoring and 
inspecting the contractor’s work, reviewing and approving all payments under the 
contract (except final payment), and reporting any inadequacies to the GSA contracting 
officer.  To accomplish those responsibilities, the COR, the FSD managers and other 
FSD administrative personnel must have automotive, administrative, and a limited 
financial background (job costing) to properly oversee performance of the contract.  
None of the FSD personnel had a generally recognized automotive industry certification, 
such as an ASE certification, and most had limited knowledge of automotive 
maintenance and repair operations.  Since the completion of our audit, the Office of 
Corporate Support filled two civilian vacancies, one for the position of FSD manager 
and the other a contract monitor. 
 
Contract Administration Policies and Procedures 
 

 FSD is primarily responsible for ensuring the adequacy of fleet maintenance and 
repairs performed by the contractor.  These responsibilities include ensuring that work 
was performed in accordance with contract requirements, that maintenance and repair 
work meets generally recognized automotive industry standards, and costs for 
maintenance and repair are reasonable and appropriate.  The division is heavily 
dependent on all unit commanders, managers, sworn officers, and civilian employees to 
adhere to all plans and actions initiated by or through the fleet services office which 
relate to fleet responsibilities.  However, despite these efforts, FSD did not implement 
comprehensive written policies and procedures which are necessary to achieve an 
adequate level of contractor oversight and to ensure sound administration and 
monitoring of contractor performance.   
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FSD Manual.  Our review of the FSD manual found that it had not been updated 
since 1995.  The manual did not include policies and procedures to adequately monitor 
and administer the requirements of an automotive maintenance and repair contract.  
Attempts were made by agency officials to have a consultant include an assessment and 
development of policies, procedures, and other operational matters as part of their work 
proposal.  However, that portion of the contractors’ work proposal was never funded.  A 
new assessment needs to be made to determine whether the FSD manual can be updated 
to provide for effective contract oversight policies or whether an entirely new guideline 
needs to be developed.  Updated or new guidance should include, at a minimum, the 
following requirements for which the COR is responsible: 
 
• understanding all aspects of the contractor’s repair and maintenance operations; 
• monitoring scheduled work, including vehicle maintenance, breakdown repairs; 
• accident repairs and new vehicle preparation; 
• monitoring actual repairs to each vehicle in terms of need, quality and cost; 
• monitoring contract costs against contract limits; 
• billing and payment approval process; 
• record keeping for vehicle accountability, including vehicle inventory, vehicle tags, 

registrations and inspections; and 
• controlling maintenance of vehicles scheduled for disposition (survey). 
 
Monitoring Vehicle Maintenance and Repairs 
 

MPD did not have an effective system for monitoring vehicle maintenance and 
repair and rarely conducted reviews or test work to assess the quality of services 
performed by the contractor.  The agency did not have an established system to conduct 
analytical studies on frequent, delayed, unscheduled, or unusual repairs and to spot 
errors in the repair orders and job history reports.  Moreover, FSD lacked any systematic 
process to assist customers seeking information regarding the repair status of their 
vehicles.  Generally, MPD officers performed some of the monitoring of maintenance 
and repair work.  However, frequent changes in personnel assignments (i.e., vehicle 
registration, “Y2K” issues, major demonstrations, etc.), the low number of sworn 
officers assigned to FSD, the contractor maintaining two work shifts, shift rotations, and 
the mandatory redeployment of police officers to policing duties removed even minimal 
oversight of maintenance and repair work. 
 

Monitoring Through Database Management.  When FSD was responsible for the 
agency’s in-house fleet maintenance and repair operation, FSD was using the fleet 
management database called “CCG Faster” to track and support fleet inventory, and 
manage the vehicle maintenance/repair process.  In addition, reports were generated 
from this system for a number of management information usages.  With the advent of 
contracted repair and maintenance, MPD preferred that the contractor use the CCG 
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Faster system as the management database program.  However, the contractor evaluated 
the system and found that the software could not perform the functions needed to 
comply with contract requirements.  The contractor identified several deficiencies of the 
CCG Faster software, including its failure to:   

 
• track multiple labor rates; 
• develop adequate performance reports; 
• identify re-work items; and  
• report on customer complaints. 

 
The contractor used a different software database known as “ExtraFleet 2000” to 

process fleet repair work orders, parts data, and other maintenance and management 
chores.  The contractor allowed MPD access to its database system.  However, the 
contractor stated that MPD did not use the contractor’s database to prepare special or 
ad hoc reports beyond those required by the contractor under current contract terms.  
Instead, MPD requested that the contractor prepare ad hoc reports. 
 

Ad hoc reports prepared by the contractor were time consuming because of 
software limitations.  Furthermore, OIG observations indicated that even with the 
contractor’s use of Fox Pro software to extract key data fields from ExtraFleet 2000, 
data manipulation often times required repetitive inquiries and manual counting which is 
inefficient.  Also, data conversion from Fox Pro to Excel or other database systems did 
not achieve reliability.  

 
At the time of the audit, MPD was taking steps to procure a new fleet 

management information system (FMIS), seeking a new or better version of the current 
CCG Faster.  Budget constraints on the agency, the resignation of the FSD manager, and 
the need for required approval from the Office of the Chief Technology Officer were the 
primary factors that resulted in a slowed effort to procure a replacement for MPD 
software.  Since the completion of our audit, MPD has awarded a contract for a new 
FMIS. 
 

Monitoring Billings and Payments.  A primary responsibility of the COR is to 
monitor work performed under the contract, particularly in terms of costs charged to the 
contract on each repair/work order and the verification and approval of contractor 
billings.  FSD’s process for carrying out this essential COR function was ineffective 
because the FSD manager and/or COR: 

 
• did not maintain records sufficient to track all contractor invoices submitted for 

payment; 
• failed to adequately track how much the contractor had been paid; 
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• reviewed contractor invoices for mathematical accuracy and documentation but 
did not perform sufficient reviews of contractor invoices to ascertain the 
propriety of charges and cost reasonableness; 

• made arbitrary increments to contractor invoices that led to subsequent 
differences in amounts billed between the contractor and MPD; and 

• did not analyze spending patterns on costs billed for scheduled vehicle 
maintenance, breakdown or accident repairs, warranty repairs, parts costs or new 
car preparation costs. 

 
The MPD accounts payable unit accepted FSD’s review of the billings for 

mathematical accuracy and paid the monthly invoices.  However, on the 
recommendation of the contractor, the accounts payable unit did conduct a final payment 
review covering the base year of the contract.  The OIG’s review of MPD payments 
found that MPD overspent the original contract award price of $3,529,936 by 
$1,308,020 for the 14-month base year period ending September 30, 2000.  Moreover, 
the actual spending exceeded the authorized additional spending limit ($1,264,452) by 
$43,568. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  1: 
 

We recommended that the MPD Chief of Police complete planned actions to hire 
a sufficient number of ASE certified personnel to monitor and oversee performance of 
the vehicle maintenance and repair contract. 
 
MPD RESPONSE 
 
 MPD concurred with this recommendation.  MPD stated in its response that it 
has hired two experienced, ASE-certified staff members to oversee and monitor the 
Fleet Maintenance and Repair Contract.  
 
 
OIG COMMENT 
 

The actions planned and taken by MPD should correct the conditions noted. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  2: 
 

We recommended that the MPD Chief of Police update existing MPD guidance 
(FSD Manual) or develop new guidelines for monitoring and overseeing contract 
performance. 
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MPD RESPONSE 
 
 MPD concurred with this recommendation.  MPD stated in its response that it 
has developed a number of policies and procedures governing contract monitoring.  
These policies and procedures are identified in the full text of the MPD response to this 
report in Exhibit 3. 
  
OIG COMMENT 
 

The actions planned and taken by MPD should correct the conditions noted. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  3: 
 

We recommended that the MPD Chief of Police take immediate actions to 
improve the monitoring and oversight of maintenance and repair work, especially in 
areas related to invoice review and approval, scheduling of repair and maintenance 
work, and monitoring and tracking costs charged to each repair order.  These actions 
should be taken in the interim pending issuance and implementation of new policy 
guidelines. 
 
MPD RESPONSE 
 
 MPD concurred with this recommendation.  MPD stated in its response that it 
has hired additional staff to perform contract monitoring activities and has assigned 
specific areas of responsibility to the appropriate staff to ensure the noted deficiencies 
are corrected. 
  
OIG COMMENT 
 

The actions planned and taken by MPD should correct the conditions noted. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  4: 
 

We recommended that the MPD Chief of Police implement a new fleet 
management information system that meets all fleet management and oversight 
requirements. 
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MPD RESPONSE 
 
 MPD concurred with this recommendation.  MPD stated in its response that it 
has sought to procure a new Fleet Information System that should meet all the 
requirements necessary to effectively monitor the Fleet Maintenance and Repair 
Contract.  
  
OIG COMMENT 
 

The actions planned and taken by MPD should correct the conditions noted. 
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 This report contains comments on other issues identified during the course of our 
audit.  Specifically, we found that the funding for the non-target portion of the 
maintenance contract was insufficient.  Further, the agency remains dependent on the 
integrity of the contractor to provide information on contract spending, vehicle 
maintenance and repairs, and for the identification of overpayments or erroneous 
billings. 
 
Issue #1:  Inadequacy of Non-Target Funding 

 
The GSA fleet maintenance contract was divided between target and non-target 

work.  MPD agreed to the original contract award price of $3,529,936 to cover both 
types of service work for the base year period.  Target work includes preventive 
maintenance, vehicle safety, emissions, and new vehicle preparation.  Non-target work 
was to cover all other repairs as needed, or directed by MPD.  Discussions with those 
involved in the fleet maintenance contract indicated that the award portion for non-target 
work totaled $389,600 and was under funded, given the poor condition of the vehicle 
fleet and greater than expected fleet size at the start of the contract.  Original estimates 
for non-target work were based on a fleet size of 1,050 vehicles, a number well below 
the 1,470 vehicles that comprised the fleet at the time of contract solicitation. 

 
The $389,600 non-target amount was budgeted for body repairs based on an 

internal study.  The study did not include any allowance for neglect and abuse, directed 
work, limited durability/wear (e.g., tires and brakes), or other unscheduled repairs.  
Accordingly, the average non-target cost per vehicle at 1,050 vehicles would be around 
$371.  At 1,470 vehicles, the same average cost per vehicle would be about $265.  

 
The GSA fleet maintenance contract has three option years besides the base year.  

The contract stated that the funding for non-target work for each option year exercised 
by MPD would be $425,000.  Based on past experience with repair charges for non-
target work, MPD should reconsider a budget for non-target work based on the actual 
size of its vehicle fleet.  A survey of neighboring Maryland jurisdictions, that included 
Baltimore, Montgomery County, and Prince Georges County, showed that the average 
costs per vehicle were $538, $346 and $294 respectively. 
 
 
Management Response, OIG Other Issue #1:  
 

MPD concurred with the issue.  The agency added that non-target expenditures 
are used for unplanned events such as accidents and directed work. 
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OIG Comments 
 

MPD acknowledged the need to increase the budgeted amounts for non-target 
work and has increased these amounts to reflect a more accurate cost estimate.   
 
Issue #2: Dependence on the Contractor 
 

Due to the lack of an experienced and qualified FSD manager/COR, MPD 
depended upon the integrity of the contractor to perform a number of contract 
administration functions, such as providing information regarding contract spending, 
fleet activities, and potential cost savings.  Our audit found that the contractor had been 
providing assistance and expertise on issues ranging from surveying damaged and old 
vehicles to fleet administration matters. 

 
To illustrate MPD’s dependence on the contractor’s information system, MPD 

had to rely on the contractor to identify two instances of overspending.  In the first 
instance, the contractor agreed to a short pay reduction of $37,000 applied to its 
September 2000 invoice after alerting MPD of mistakes that MPD made in reviewing 
and paying prior monthly claims.  In the second instance, the contractor voluntarily 
credited MPD for more than $26,000 toward the January 2001 non-target invoice for a 
mistake the repair firm made by including the eight percent handling charge as part of 
vehicle parts cost used in non-target work for the period of November 1999 through 
December 2000. 

 
The above examples are isolated instances of improper billing that the contractor 

had uncovered and corrected.  We reviewed billings for 20 MPD vehicles and found a 
few instances of both over and under charges in tire and brake work.  While the 
instances of over/under charging appear to be isolated, they indicate the need to have 
qualified agency personnel review all aspects of contract performance and the related 
database to ensure that the District pays the correct amount for services rendered by the 
contractor.  Further, these isolated instances do not provide assurance that all costs billed 
and paid for were proper and justified.  The contractor’s actions to offset or credit 
billings does not lessen the need for a thorough COR review of contractor charges and 
billings. 
 
 
Management Response, OIG Other Issue #2:  
 

MPD stated it had taken action to strengthen contract monitoring and the 
compliance process, and will have a new fleet information system to meet all 
requirements to monitor the contract. 
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OIG Comments 
 

MPD did not perform all contract administration functions at the time of the 
audit.  The comments and actions taken by MPD since our audit should strengthen 
contract administration operations.
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OIG COMMENTS AND ATTACHMENTS TO MPD RESPONSES 
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Management Response, OIG Audit Finding Comment 1: 
 
MPD stated that it did not agree with the overall conclusion in the report finding 

because contract administration functions were the responsibility of the General Services 
Administration.  Therefore, MPD was not responsible for contract administration under 
the terms and conditions of the federal contract.  MPD went on stating a difference 
between contract administration and contract monitoring responsibilities.  The agency 
listed six actions taken to strengthen the contract monitoring and compliance process. 
 
OIG Comments 

 
Contract administration and contract monitoring are synonymous in the District 

government.  OIG used the term “contract administration” as it applies to the District 
government.  The District procurement regulations (27 DCMR § 4099) define the 
contract administrator as an individual authorized by the contracting officer to perform 
all actions necessary to verify whether supplies, services, or construction conform to 
contract quality requirements.   
 

The contract administrator in the District government does not issue contract 
modifications or change orders.  These actions are the responsibility of the contracting 
officer.  At the time of the audit, the goals, and actions shown in MPD’s contract 
management plan were not taken or had just begun, so the quality assurance program at 
the time of the review was not effective.  Therefore, we viewed contract monitoring and 
compliance efforts as part of the contract administration function identified in the 
DCMR regulations. 
 
 
Management Response, OIG Audit Finding Comment 2:  

 
MPD did not agree with the OIG assessment concerning contract overspending.  

MPD stated that the audit report assumed that the frequent repairs, recording errors, and 
payment mistakes contributed to the additional contract spending.  MPD in its response 
stated that the very nature of a municipal police fleet necessitates frequent repairs.  MPD 
further stated that the recording errors/payments mistakes were a small percentage of the 
total contract amount.  MPD also stated that spending was not uncontrolled.  MPD 
believed that contract spending was controlled and supported by contract modifications 
and purchase order modifications.  The agency listed six reasons for the under-funding 
in the out-of-target budget. 
 
OIG Comments 

 
OIG stands by its assessment of the additional spending in that the outcomes 

listed in our draft report were, in part, the results of an ineffective contract 
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administration system.  Our analysis of tires and brake work on several police vehicles 
led to our conclusion regarding the frequency of repairs and therefore an overspending 
contributory factor (see the attachments to this Exhibit).  Further, a $26,000 mistake by 
the repair firm made for the eight percent handling charge, as noted in issue #2 in the 
other issues section of the report, illustrates one of the payment errors made by MPD 
and therefore another overspending contributory factor to the base year contract.  In 
addition, we conducted other tests, such as surveyed vehicles, warranty work, and 
rework.  Deficiencies noted were included, in part, as contributing factors for additional 
contract spending.  Mitigating factors could have been the need to get vehicles ready for 
“Y2K” and other major events. 
 

The six reasons used by MPD to explain the under-funding in the out-of-target 
budget were among the elements the OIG recognized that led to the reporting of 
issue #1.  While we recognize that repair and maintenance work are necessary for the 
continuation of vehicle operation and use to maintain maximum availability of vehicles 
to police officers, this report intended to inform agency officials of the need to have a 
good contract administration system to avoid uneconomical, ineffective, repetitive, or 
unnecessary work and other mistakes leading to cost overruns for any contract.  
 
 
Management Response, OIG Audit Finding Comment 3:  

 
MPD did not agree with the OIG audit finding on the effectiveness of contract 

administration because the agency, through its Fleet Services Branch (FSB), instituted 
daily inspections since November 2000. 
 
OIG Comments 

 
The fact that MPD instituted daily inspections since November 2000 did not alter 

our conclusion that MPD had no effective contract administration system to monitor the 
federal contract during the audit period.  Even if MPD had instituted daily inspections 
since November 2000, we believe that such work was not conducted continuously, 
thoroughly, or sufficiently based on OIG discussions with the repair firm and the FSB 
employees during the beginning of the first option year period.  Personnel assigned to 
FSB were limited in terms of number, qualifications, and training.  They included sworn 
police officers assigned to the repair facility and therefore, subject to MPD mandatory 
redeployment policy.  Furthermore, the same officers had to conduct other FSB 
responsibilities and were handicapped by not having an effective, operational fleet 
management information system.  MPD did not aggressively begin the controlling of 
non-target expenditures until the Director of Business Services Division took over the 
financial oversight responsibility.    
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Schedules of Repair Orders  
 

 
 

 






































































































